




























THE REVEREND CHARLES J. MINIFIE 

Reclor 

THE REVEREND D. LoRNE COYLE 

Assisltmt 

Ml'. LJUn Mq 

TRINITY CHURCH 
POST OFFICE BoX 359 

NEWPORT, RHODE ISLAND 02840 

Associate Direotor Domestic Council 
'lhe White Bouae 
1600 feDDsJlYania AYenue 
Washington, D.O. 20SOO 

.Dear Lfnnt 

On behalf ot TrinitJ Church, Mias Doria 
Duke and the people ot Bewport, I write to 
express our deepest gratitude to JOU tor all 
that you did in expediting BUD's approYal ot 
Queen Anne Square. 

Aa I explained to you on the telephone 
when I first told JOU ot the problell, a long 
delay because ot the HUD mixup Yery probablJ 
would have caused the project's demise. 
tranklJ, those ot us who knew about the prob· 
lem were atraid that the latest del&J would 
haTe been the straw that broke the camel's 
back. So, as you can see, we owe 70u our 
hearty thanks tor all that JOU didt 

This comes to JOU with deep 
appreciation, warm best wishes and greetings, 

SinoerelJ Joura, 

J . M111it1e 

24 October 1976 

... 
4. 

Parish Office 
27 CHuRCH STREET 

TEL. 401-846-0660 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

October 28, 1976 

Dear Carla: 

I like your vigor and I like your 
style. 

. Cannon 
·ant to the President 
Domestic Affairs 

Honorable Carla A. Hills 
Secretary of the Department 

of Housing and Urban 
Development 

Washington, D.C. 

'· ,;: 
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cc: Quern 
May 

THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

WASHINGTON, D. C •. 20410 

,• 

,Q I . .''J> OOctober 22, 1976 . ) 

Mr. John B. Oakes 
Editorial Page Editor 
The New York Times 
New York, New York 

Dear Mr. Oakes: 

For the second time in four weeks, a New York Times 
editorial on housing contains glaring errors and mistaken 
assumptions that distort the issue. 

I replied to the September 19 editorial. The editorial 
of October 21 contains such an extraordinary collection of mis
statements that I am compelled to respond again. 

First, the errors. 

You state flatly that "only 15 percent of American 
families ••• can afford a new median priced home." That 
figure, widely discredited by economists of both political 
parties, has been contradicted by actual home purchases. 

The truth is that 65 percent of Americans own their 
homes and the trend is up. Homeownership expanded during 
the 1970's four times RS fast as it did in the 1960's. 
The rate rose between 1960-1970 from 62 to 63 percent, and 
in the fou~ years between 1970-1974 from 63 to 65 percent. 

Your statement on increased home prices is a half truth. 
The other half is that family incomes have increased at the 
same rate as home prices. Since 1968, the median new home 
price and median family income have both risen by 59 percent. 
In the same period, the size of homes has expanded and home 
quality has substantially improved. Increases in purchasing 
power, in short, have kept up with increased home costs, a 
fact totally ignored in your editorial. 

You insist we have a "depressed housing market". The 
facts are the opposite. More new single family homes were 
started in the first nine months of 1976 than in all of last 
year or in all of 1974, 1970, 1969, 1968, 1967 or 1966. If 
we don't build another new house this year, the total for 
1976 will still be the fourth best year in a decade, quite 
contrary .to your statement that "the number of new housing 
starts has slumped in the last three years to the lowest 
levels since World War II." 
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The major false assumption of the editorial is that 

"a high volume of nroduction 11 will solve the housing problems 
of the nation's lower and middle income families. 

Artificial ~timulation of the market pursuant to the 
Housing Act of 1968 created great pockets of overproduction 
in this country, which we are just now working off. Over
production fostered the notion that we could discard our 
existing urban assets, and that we r.ould throw away slightly 
tarnished city housing for the shiny new, further out. Those 
notions created urban sprawl, abandonment in our cities and 
too often turned sound urban housing into boarded and empty 
deteriorating blight. 

Today, we are far more effectively meeting existing and 
rapidly developing needs through coordinated community develop.
ment, neighborhood revitalization, housing rehabilitation and 
rental .subsidy policies of President Ford, working with the 
private market. Administration policies are moving us toward 
more homeownership, lower interest rates, fewer foreclosures 
and better housing quality. Our faith in the private market 
is balanced by an awareness of our responsibilities to sub
sidized markets into which the Administration has pumped $15 
billion in mortgage assistance from 1974 through 1976. 

Your other errors are equally grievous. 

You compare a 6 percent interest rate of the 1960's .to 
a 10 percent rate as though 10 percent reflected credit avail
able today. In fact, the Ford Administration has lowered the 
Federal mortgage rate to 8 percent in line with the current 
market. It was able to do so because of its successful fight 
to reduce double-digit inflation. 

Your statistics on housing deprivation are more than 
double the actual numbers. The number of inadequate units 
is lower than ever before and is declining steadily. 

Finally, the Times again notes only the vetoed, not the 
enacted, version of the 1975 Emergency Housing Act. That 
Presidential veto was supported not only by Republicans but 
also by knowledgeable Democrats including the Chairman of the 
House Urban Subcommittee who called it "a turkey that could 
never fly. 1' 
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You ignore the new bill, introduced the day after the 
veto. This improved bill is now law, a fact also ~nmentioned 
by the Times editorial. 

The vetoed bill was a bad one. 

So is the writer of housing editorials of the Times, I 
reluctantly conclude. 

cc: Arthur Sulzberger 
Publisher 

bee: Ron Nessen 
William Greener 
L. William Seidman 
James Cannon~ 

Sincerely, 

' 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 4, 1976 

MEMO FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: HUD 

Please look this over and identify for 
me in a brief memo the key points of 
concern. 

Attachment 

, 



REQUEST 

.:f N fo~M Prll'ON 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

SUBJECT: 

3:~~ 
JIM CANNON 'Y v \:"' ~ 

::n:~ ~~ ~slative Program//~ 
----------""'---------"""""---~, 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

Per your request, I have reviewed the additional legislative 
proposals submitted by HUD in an October 21, 1976 memo to 
Jim Lynn. The first two items are of relatively minor 
importance. The first would amend language of a 1965 Housing 

J:
~w to correspond to the language of a 1974 Act. The second 
ould exempt modular homes from being classified as mobile 
omes if they meet certain criteria, thus freeing modular 
omes from the zoning and financial restrictions facing 

mobile homes. 

The third proposal-- expanding the homesteading program to 
./include structures of more than four units -- is significant 

I because it would expand the housing stock open to homesteading. 
HUD has not committed itself to this course but is holding 
it under consideration. 
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REQUEST 

j"N fb~MPrilbN 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON ~~ ~~ NovenaJ@fJ~, :l:i_ 91j.~ y ~ a ;.:-• -
LYNN MAY -fy--'V ~ 
:..:A:..:;;d:..:;;d;;.;:e:;.:n:..:d::.um=_;;;t;.;;o_;;;H:..:U:..:D~Le=.llflg;.;;i:..:;;s:..:;;l:..:a::.t.;;.:l.::.. v~e__;;.P..;;r;..;o;,.,g~r::.a;;;;;m;.;.;(_]'\ 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Per your request, I have reviewed the additional legislative 
proposals submitted by HUD in an October 21, 1976 memo to 
Jim Lynn. The first two items are of relatively minor 
i~portance. The first would amend language of a 1965 Housing 
¥aw to correspond to the language of a 1974 Act. The second 
auld exempt modular homes from being classified as mobile 
omes if they meet certain criteria, thus freeing modular 
ames from the zoning and financial restrictions facing 

mobile homes. 

The third proposal-- expanding the homesteading program to 
include structures of more than four units -- is significant 
because it would expand the housing stock open to homesteading. 
HUD has not committed itself to this course but is holding 
it under consideration. 
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THE GENERAL COUNSEL OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20410 

OCT 2 1 '976 

Honorable James T. Lynn 
Director 
Office of Management and Budget 
~1ash1ngton , D. c. 20503 

Dear U~. Lynn: 

Subject: HUD Legislative Program, 95th Congress 

On October 4, I forwarded to you this Department's legislative 
program for the fi~st session of the 95th Congress. Subsequent 
to this submission, the Department bas adopted two other pro
posalst copies of which are enclosed. These should be added 
to Part II of our October 4 legislative program package, as 
items 95-40 and 95•41. I would also like to advise you of 
an acditional proposal relating to urban homesteading which 
we are now considering. A brief description of this is 
enclosed .which should be added as item 16 to the listing of 
proposals nunder consideration" which was included in our 
October 4 package. 

Sincerely, 

/s/ Hobert R. Elliott 

Robert R. Elliott 

Enclosures 

.. 

' 
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95-40. Technical Amendment of Income Limits Under Rent 
Supplement Program. This proposal would amend section 
lOl(c)(l) of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965 
to provide that income limits for qualified tenants be 
established pursuant to section 3(2) of the United States 
Housing Act of 1937, rather than pursuant to section 2(2) 
and 15(7)(b)(ii) of the 1937 Act as under existing law. 
The proposal would take into account amendments to the 1937 
Act made by the Housing and Community Development Act of 
1974, eliminating the requirement under section 15(7)(b)(ii) 
that there be a 20 percent gap between the upper rental 
limits for admission to low-rent housing and the lowest 
rentals provided by private housing, and substituting the 
section 3(2) definition of low-income families for that 
contained under former section 2(2)o Application of the 
former sections 2 and 15 eligibility standards to the rent 
supplement program would result in income limits substantially 
below .those now approvable for low income housing. The 
proposal would correct the current failure of section 101 to 
include the 1974 amendments and reflect the original intent 
of section 101 of establishing the same income limits for 
rent supplement and low income housing projects. 

b
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'95-41. Authority to Exempt Modular Homes From National 
Mobile Home Construction Standards. This proposal would 
amend the National Mobile Home Construction and Safety 
Standards Act of 1974 to authorize the Secretary to exempt 
modular homes in whole or in.part from the provision of 
the Act if manufactured in accordance with acceptable 
modular housing standards. The definition of mobile homes 
under section 603(6) of the· Act may now technically be 
applicable to such structures if constructed on a permanent 
chassis, although there is no indication that Congress 
actually contemplated that the Act so apply. Generally, 
modular housing is manufactured to nationally recognized 
building codes or to State or local codes that are 
substantially similar to codes covering stick-built housing, 
and are treated as stick-built housing for zoning and 
financing purposes. Industry comments indicate that modular 
homes cannot economically meet both mobile home and modular 
home standards, and that if modulars are required to have 

. mobile home labels, they will be subject to the same zoning 
and financing restrictions as mobile homes. 
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16. Amendment of section 810 of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974 to authorize transfer of multi
family properties for use in urban homestead programs. The 
program is now restricted by statute to 1 to 4 family 
dwellings. The proposal is designed to permit transfer to 
local governments of larger .structures, typically walk-ups 
which could be conveyed to cooperative associations. 

' 



THE SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

WASHINGTON, D. C •. 20410 

DEC 6 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: ,The President 

FROM: Carla A. Hills 

As you requested, I have looked into Belding, Michigan's 
participation in our Community Development Block Grant program. 
Under either OMB's or HUD's proposal, Belding's hold-harmless 
allocation will phase down to zero in 1980; and, because it is 
a community of less than 50,000, it has no formula participation 
under anyone's proposal. 

We are very concerned that the current formula favored by 
OMB is heavily biased against older large cities. These cities 
will receive dramatically less funding with the expiration of 
hold-harmless. Yet, these are the very cities identified as 
having the greatest relative needs in HUD's study of the formula, 
and by the President's Committee, Brookings Institution, the 
Urban Institute and the Conference of Mayors. 

A few examples will indicate the magnitude of this problem. 

Lansing, Michigan 
Newark, New Jersey 
Flint, Michigan 
Baltimore, Maryland 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Akron, Ohio 
San Francisco, California 

FY-77 
Funding 

6,169 
19,508 

7,608 
29,042 
28,993 

9,819 
28,430 

1980 Funding 
Under OMB Plan 

2,029 
11,122 

3,543 
20,651 
13,032 

4,453 
14,031 

{$ in thousands) 

Formula Entitlement 
Under HUD Plan 1/ 

5,696 
26,153 
13,448 
38,740 
34,769 

9,033 
31,.851 

1/ Estimates are based on current unemployment. Funding would 
decrease as unemployment decreases. 
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I believe it is of the greatest importance that you, your 
Administration and our party not appear insensitive to the well
documented needs of our major metropolitan areas. 

However, recognizing the need to balance the budget and the 
problems of our older cities, we suggest a compromise. By 
limiting funding for smaller communities outside the formula 
allocation, we could reduce our budget request from $4.6 billion 
to $4.2 billion and still implement our basic proposal. 

cc: James T. Lynn / 
James M. Cannon 
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